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I sutmil "," following comments in response to the Localism Noticll of Proposed RulelTlaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any p,,'/I r'cc ~tlies. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A1umber of
proposaL; ClsclJssed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) 'file FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peop e wnc do 110l share their values. The NPRMs proposed advisory board proposals would
irnpo:;e s~!cl~ uncClnstltutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
::Ioil'l ',hel e Iheir values could face i11creased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choo:;ing (,i 'ollow their own COrSCletlCeS, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their
prcgr3rn" In} T:'e First Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what
'Jiew, O;l!S " broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC r"fidS! not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights te :v :' ''',e Proposed public access requlI'ements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
COnS'.18nt?Ls!, objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
dahlf'y n',"ldRli~son any n;,li~Jion.

(3) "ff e I'U,: must not force revelation of specltie editol'ial decision-making information The chcir;e
of pf(;~ranH' ng, especially religiOUS programming, is no: properly dictated by allY governmellt
agent y - .lV' propose.Is to force repOliing on such things as who produced what programs would
intrUd ,J 0" :cnstitutlonaily-protected editorial choices,

(4) M"ny CrI:'sl'an broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statio! '5, f< '''"I)ing the electdcity fJovJing IS often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to funher
squeeze ,·d'." and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways. (a) by
r(:!quin'1g %,,1' presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
IOG2tic,r, choices. Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
serVIC,J :~ "')"'rary to the public interest.

Wn u' J,?hp, ,"CC not to adopt ruies, procedures or policies discussed above.

Sigrgt,;~r;~I:j~~t~-'l ~=--IO-=O .f5 _

ClQ.0( ~"t'~)~':§ffr&-i--_\Lg~\LWC\.~'\O-hJhlcL.__
Name ,11"(j\(;dress c~~~LOOD I tJ( d~G~c)
MalL.El.y. ,,"PJiUJ. 2008 to:
l!lc SC'(;I~(~r'

Feder:;h ((;::,:[.1 i::Jtiom Ccrmnlssfon
445 12:;h ShCf~r ';:; ',Ij

Waslllng,;;Il, \'> '<-",4
Arm: ChIef, :V'~: :':j" !?I.reau

,-,------

APR 1;) 200R



j~~~'~~}fl-;4 (7~~,~~O%
, ~,f::CJ: !}& Q fr(J,!M,o Q? S (P-AA-ASi.....
,b~ ,"., __(Jo 'n.frt :J:ift~Q.t.j -zc~ft ,

~~::;r~L~==L
~ /l" ~

)ttJ) f ' c.L ~/'l.!>'".,~~..Al..L'~.bLJ.;~~~~P--

JKll ,,~ .. ..:t ,)v

~'1" / h (L~:e._ - "
~~ '._, " '") Ii' , /". (

a...Q b119 J-' .. --------~--, ;

----.~z1~:::~~'
_(~* j H.~~)-uJ,tO_O~_ cw£J , ~-t:: I :z() /
~~Y~j M{),655-~6 -3065



APR 1:; Z008

f ) ~/j;:,! n

I submit the following CCIlIiI1leI1bIln AillIJOlIII8 to the LOC8II8m NoIlc:e of Propoeed RuIemaIdng (th8 ~.,
"NPRMj. rela P! I d Jan. 24, 2008,in Me DocIcIIt No. 04-233.

CommerIIs In Re8poMe to l ollllilin. Noac:e 01 Ptopoeld RuIeInekIn8
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any oow FCC 1\IIea, pclk:Iell or pIOCllCUa lllUIIt not \IloIBte FinIt Amelldment righls. A number of
propoeals dIsa I8lIlld in the NPRM. if1lI11d1d, would do IlO - n rnust. not be~.

(1) The FCC lllUIIt not force I8dIo ItaliOIlB, espec:iaUy rellgioull bI"pcknea,., to lIIkP PdvioIl t'lom
people who do not IlIvn their~ The NPRM'B propoeed PdvlIlOcy boerd propoe* would impoIle such
UI'ICOI'lSlIlul "*'tl el B ReNgIous IlrolIcIcaIter8 who AIIlIIlt 8dVlce t'loma-who <IOn' IlIvn their
va- oauId~ lnci Illllld hPlll l'lIlI'It. WI",._"la n -. loeB of IIcBnBe for choolIIng to fllIIow their awn
COIlBCI8nc:eIl, I8ther then lIIlIowlng inl:ompPIlIlle vlewpoInls to ehape their PlOIJI.nmlng. The Flnl
Amendment jlRl/llbitB~ lncIudlng the FCC. t'lom dlelatillg lIIh8t v_pol"la a broIIOCnler,
~ p rellgIau& IJro8dcplller, rnust. prl8llnt.

(2) The FCC myet IlCllIum fNer'Y radio IIlallon into p public forum where anyone and~ has
righla to air lime. PIOjItiIlIld public lICXlllIl8l8Ql1iremen18 would do so -lMlI'l it plllllgiou& bllm ••
COIllIcl8IItioUIly objecta to the maI lIIl. The Ant AmelIdment fartlkIa fmJloBiIIon of millage cIeIIv8ry
rnandallilI 011 .-.y 1lIIIgion.

(3) The FCC lllUIIt not1oroIl,...slab ofepectfic8clltorilll cled8loIHnakIng informallon. The choicIl
of programming, eepBGlaIIy religious PfIlIlRIIIlIIIlis not property dIctPted by .-.y QO'llII1'IITl8R egency -lIlld
~IIII to force I'8pOI1Ing 0II1UCh lhIng8 ..who prodt ICed wIlat j1ilJ9i- would inlnIdIl 011
~ edIloriIlI chcIicIls.

(4) The FCC must not eIIlebIIIlh a twl>-tIered r8MW8I system in which certain lk:enBIlIII wouk:I be
automPIicaIIy bPmid from nIUlIne renlll'relljljlllcPllon pro: 1111ng. The j1iO\llllMlcl mPIlc1l1101y lIjIPCiaIl'IlI1lIWIII
review of certeIn cia I I of"",**1l8 by the Commillio,nerlllhlll•.-..-would III1lOUIIt to ooerdol, of
reIigiouli bI~.'Irs. n-whO II8y true to their COIIPC!eilCaend prllint rrit the II'IIlIIISges lhey
oorretlfJOIld to their belters lXlUkI~ long, Illq)8I1lIio'Je sncI poIei lliaIIy RJlnous renllW8l jIil)CIlI'ldi Igll.

(5) Many CIviIlian bIOPdC••BCIjl8iate 011 tlght budgets, .. do Ill8I'IY IIIIIII!ernwket Me:Uler
slallonB. Keeping the eIeclridtytlowing is oIIen p chllIIenge. Yet, the eonn iU'rn pIOjlCllBl to further
squeeze niche and IIIllPller llI8fket brolIdcPIIlBrs. by 8UbelanIIally railing CClIIlS In two ways: (P) by requiring
lItPIt prUInc8 whene..er II station 1& on the air and, (b) by fuIther IllIItricling main studio IOcalion cltoIces.
Raising CClIItB with __ prCljllll Bli would fori:e BllIVice ClJIbIIcks - and curtailed seMce 1& conlrary to the
publk: Interest.

We urge the FCC not to acIopl ruIeB, procedures or poIlc:1es dlscuBBllcl abOve.

!ha~tI4lL ~a.<'~
Signature

Ih/IK6 IiREI Holl"S C-1-IL-iJ-f

Name

Aocil 10 I 200I?
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TIlte (if any)

OrganiZation (if any)
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CommentS In~ to LocIIIIsm Notice of Propoeed Rulemalclng
Me Doc:ket No. 04-2S3 FCC M,b ,,0 n

I submit the foIlowll1g commef\tllin Je8POfUI8 to the Localism NotIce of PrQIlOIl8d Rulemaking (the
'NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. pollcles or procedures must not vtolale FlrsI Amelldrnenl rights. A IlUIllber of
proposals dlscll88ed in the NPRM, if eo 18C11ed, woutd do eo - end must not be edopl8d.

(1) The FCC must not force radio staliol1S, eapeclaIIy religious bloeck:aslelS, to take advice from
people who do not ehaYe their values. The NPRM's P10p0sed advisory board proposals WOUld impose such
unconstIluIiona~ RaI/gklI.B bnledcaslfn who ntslst advice from those who don't share their
~COI*I r.ce messed~ amplalnta and -.1oe8 of IIcenlle far cIlOO8iIlQ to fdIaw lheIr awn
conscIances, rather then allowing Incompatible vtewpoInts to shape their PlOlll_lll11ing. The FlrsI
Amendment prohlbila government, IncIudlng the FCC. from dlclalIng what,,~a tJcoee_ eMIT,
perli<:uIlIrly a relIgIOUS lJI'oed(;aster. must~.

(2) The FCC !!!II!lt not tum .-y redio a(atlon Into a puIlIIc lbnlm where anyone and everyone hes
rights to air time. Proposed public acoees requinlmenlS would do eo - even if a religious brcedr::astar
conscientiously objeds to the message. The FIrst~ foIbidIllmpoei\iol. of menage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not rorce revelation ofspeclfIc editorial declslon-making informallon, The choice
of programming, especially rlIllgIoclS plI)gllIlMIing, Is not pI'OplIl\y dlclated by any !lO"flI1li'. II agency - and
PI'OIlO88IS to forca flIIlCIItin9 on such \hing& _ who produced whal progt'8Il'I8 woukllntrude on
constItutionaHy-protec;ted editorial chaicas.

(4) The FCC must not eslabIi8h a two-liered .-.-aIsyelllm In which eartain liellnsen would be
automatically barred from routine~ appIlcalion proce nlng. The proposed mandIIIory sped8I ...........
__of--... I E of lIIJIlII<31IS by 1118 CommIssioners themseIwIs would amount to caercIOn of
rellgious broadcuhrs. Thoee Who stay true to thair CDnSclSlICfllI end prusnl only 1I181lltll1Sl1ge8lhey
CllI'I1!llPOt td to their beliefs could face long,~ and poIei Jfially rutnous rensMII~ngs.

(5) Many Christian broatXaslllis \lIl8I'lIle ClIl tIQhl budgels, as do nwny smaller metI<et eecuIar
staIIcns. Keeping 1118 e1ectriclly ftowing Is often a challenge. Yel, the Commis8lon PIOPCleBS to further
squeeze niche and smaHer martIel broadcasteIs, by 8Ub8IanIIalIy raislng costs in two ways; (a) by requiring
IltlIfI' pnl88 IClI ,"hslIs.ar II station Is on the air and, (b) by further rIl8lIic:llng main studlo locallan cholces.
Raising costs with these Plopos." WDUId forCe service cutbacks - end curtailed service is conlraIy to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, prccedures or policies dis<:u8sed above,

~N?i~
Signature

Ct'lRLllli4'J. sch1-1.1
Name

TIlle (If any)

Organization (if any)

April ;f/, 2ooJ?
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FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONSI

Tell the FCC to keep FREE SPEECH FREE and not to tamper
with Christian and religious programming! .

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to either modify their

messages or be forced from the air,

Although not directed specifically at those using the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,

potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position, If enacted, the proposals

could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their messages by induding input from those

who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of costly, long and potentially ruinous government

inquiries,

PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio station to take

programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of an area's population. That

means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programming advice from people whose

values are at odds with the Gospel! A well organized group of atheists, abortibnists or secular humanists

could demand representation - and have standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away,

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise on matters

of conscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal tied up for many years as the FCC considers

complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station's chosen broadcast message!

PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every three

months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects

the interests of a cross-section of local residents - even those who do not share Gospel values,

RESULT: If enacted, such requirements will give Christian Radio's opponents powerful new tools to harass

and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices, Armed with these reports, adversaries can file complaints with

the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian

Station that insists on only pure Gospel programming could be made to pay a high price for its refusal to

yield airtime to those with other messages,

PROPOSAL: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of airtime to any

group that requests it - much like cable television systems make time available on "public access

channels."



RESULT: But unlike public access channels, which were' created as a kind of open public forum, Christian

Radio ,is a combination of pulpit and mission. The government cannot force messages from any pulpit, nor

insist that missionaries promulgqte,viewpoints contrary to the Gospel. The same way, it should not be

forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or

atheists.

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it could increase its Goercive powers to force speech on

unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-year license term could

find its license renewal challenged,

While this has long been true, in recent years, the delays caused by these challenges were usually more of

a nuisance than a disaster, as skilled civil service professionals worked through issues. These government

experts had authority to apply reason, and ultimately granted almost every renewal presented.

PROPOSAL: But the FCC is considering a renewal processing procedure that would take renewal-granting

power out of the hands of qualified civil servants when a Christian station, in good conscience, has kept its

message pure and not allowed its facilities to be, used to promulgate other messages. Instead of routine

processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal application will be subject to the often multi-year

process of review by the politically-appointed FCC commissioners.

RESULT: Not only will such a designation make a license renewal more time-consuming, but also more

costly to obtain; Christian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater assistance from

lawyers and other consultants - added expenses that could prove ruinous:

PROPOSAL: Finally, the FCC is also proposing to drive up the costs of providing Christian Broadcasting

services by eiirninating labor-saving technological enhancements that make it possible to operate radio

stations, at least part of the time, without an employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is considering a ruie

to require staffing whenever a radio station is on the air - even if ail the programming at that time is

delivered by satellite. God's love may be free to all, but getting the word out will become even more

expensive - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also c9nsjdering a propOS'll that would force many Christian stations to relocate

their main studio facilities.

l ;.--',

c/



RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one iocation. But under this proposai, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of othedacilities and overseeing forced relocations.

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly rising costs of broadcasting, including multiplying electricity

expenses, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations wil/leave some Christian Broadcasters

with little choice: either cut back or give up.

The First Amendment protects the free exercise of religion. The government must not be aI/owed t6

impose rules that violate it. Christian Radio needs your support now to keep its message of salvation

strong on the nation's airwaves. It's not just a Christian thing - everyone's fundamental constitutional

rights are at stake.

HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO:

The FCC is taking comments on these proposals. You can add your comments lathe record. The FCC

can only make rule changes based on evidence _i and the evidence you submit can make a difference'

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket

number on top of the letter to be sure it is delivered to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response 10 Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by April 14, 2008 to

Using the US Postal Service: Or using FedEx, UPS. DHL or similar services:

The Secretary .The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Federal Communications Commission

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By Internet: Visit http://www.savechristianradio.com for easy step-by-step comment submission

assistance.

You can also write to your Senators and Congressman. Tel/them that freedom of religion and freedom of

speech are threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they will cause, if they are

adopted. For help locating your Senators and Congressman - visit http://www.savechristianradio.com



APR 1:;; 20WlComments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propfsg-~,MFn\;lk\~g-(l~ll
"NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

j~~)W
,

9i9'nature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

Phone
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APR 1:1 20011
Comments in Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC 11/1;,,; ",J

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency- and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ed/torial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

Name

4-"7~' § 6r u '*b
Address

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the' f/
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First6\mendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vaiues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals wouid impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
consmutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electrictty flowing is oflen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

,

/(/M41.o :=£tSW1~
Signature

,
\!e....'CSet- JL>)yten leI<.

Name

Title (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not v',olate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, Is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the COmmissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking (the "NPRM'), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.-



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of ProPOSedl3&KJf!kir~,(the n
"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket NO.lJ4.233. r <1" .• -,vl

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who donl share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission propos.es to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
I
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Mall By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secreta!';
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14. 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau APR 1:) ZOOH
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru~~ar;(,Jdl(the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don~ share their
values could face ina sased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for c:hoo8ing to follow their own
consciences. rather than a1lowtng incompatible viewpoints to shape their pi ogtammlng. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a reIlgIous broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio $tatlon into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requlnlmenta would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment foIbIds imposition of message delively
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelatlon of specific editorial decision-making Infonnation. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, Is not propeI1y dictated by any govamment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things es who produced what programs would intrude on
constitulionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewat application processing. The proposed mendatOfy special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to C08Idon of
religious broedcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous r.-l pcoceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tighl budgets, as do many smaller marllet secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasteIs, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statiOn is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main 8tudio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposa18 would force service cutbacks - and CUItailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice,of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would hann both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very lillie revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to pennit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the resu~ would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their Iimtted financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One Proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they st;lrve - it is how they remain in business, But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released
Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting -Increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are tuming to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public intarest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or aarly morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elseWhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity,

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main stUdios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the resul! would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, th.e programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business, But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released
Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting -Increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are tuming to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in tha public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - partiCUlarly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enfOrce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flOWing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business, But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'publiC interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming, The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
,intrUde on constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission propos.es to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Federal Communications Commission
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposalS would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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